demonstrate how power analysis can be used to evaluate non-significant results in biology. As an example they use a study of mine (Johnsson 1993) , part of which investigates the effect of body size on susceptibility to predation in rainbow trout, Oncorhynchus mykiss. Thomas & Juanes calculate the power of my test to 0.41. They are right in pointing out that the absence of a significant effect may be due to low sample size. However, their firm conclusion that 'the difference was not statistically significant owing to low power' is unwarranted. The fact that the power is low tells us that the conclusion from the test is insecure, but does not, by itself, allow exclusion of the alternative possibility: that no real difference existed between large and small trout. Still, I agree with their concern over uncritical acceptance of the null hypothesis.
Some general aspects of Thomas & Juanes' paper warrant discussion. As they nicely show, power analysis can be a useful tool to design behavioural experiments. In reality, however, practical problems often set the limit for the sample size. In field experiments, for example, it is often impossible to obtain a desirable number of sample units. In such cases, Thomas & Juanes suggest that, to increase power, the significance criterion should be increased to greater than 0.05. This is a questionable recommendation, since it will increase the probability of committing a Type I error: the rejection of a true H 0 -hypothesis (Sokal & Rohlf 1981) . Furthermore, their suggestion that editors and referees should demand that statistical power is reported for all non-significant results seems exaggerated. To avoid unnecessary work, such demands should be confined to cases where N and P are low. In such a situation, one should be cautious about accepting the null hypothesis. Looking at my test result (N=8, P=0.15; Johnsson 1993), I felt that caution. Therefore, in the submitted version of the manuscript, I wrote 'However, there was a tendency for higher mortality rate in smaller trout'. During editorial revision, however, I was strongly recommended to delete this sentence of warning to avoid speculating on non-significant results. This reluctance to discuss analyses where P is higher than the 'magical' 0.05 appears to be widespread. Many of my colleagues share this experience. They are often prevented from discussing biologically important things that may go on even when P>0.05. Some journals do not even permit presentation of P-values higher than 0.05.
Although significance levels are needed in science, blind reliance on the 5% level should not be allowed to prevent biologically interesting considerations. In this context, power analysis can be a useful tool for modifying the interpretation of non-significant results. However, the statement by Thomas & Juanes that 'Statistical and biological significance can be linked through the use of power analysis' is an overestimation of its role in science. The power estimate tells us nothing about the biological significance of a finding. The latter evaluation will still, luckily enough, depend largely on the knowledge of the researcher.
I am very grateful to Donald Blomqvist for stimulating discussions during the writing of this note.
